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— .. The MAILING DAI tot th.s co,,m,u,»cdU wi^^iHh^ sheer >v/fh We corrosponaen.. ..u..ss ■ 
^SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 

. TnO 'period for reply is specified above the by'^l^S to beiome ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)0 Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 

Closed in accordance With the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935C.D. 11,453 0.0.213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) S Claim(s) 1:50 is/are pending in the application. 
4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1:50 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8)D Ciaim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

mKI The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

, □ T «ng,s, ^ on _ is/ar=: a,D aaep.ed or bD o«e«sd .0 by .he Ex™. 
, „□ its oaZr declaraln .s obie«sd .0 b, .he E««ner. Note .he anached Office A«,on 0, ,00. PTO.,52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim forforeign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 

3)0 All b)n Some * c)n None of: 

in Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2 □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application Na 
'-' .- . . . -r^u- rf«o,,mont« have heen received in tr 



2 □ Certified copies of the pnonty oocumeiu!, ,.dvc ucc„ rr 

3 □ copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in th,s National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 

1 The atetract of the disclosure is objected to because the atetract provided in the 
spectfication contains more a,an 1 50 words^ This objection was previously presented in the 
office action mailed on November U\ 2003. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.0,(b). 



Claim Rejections - 35 VSC §112 
I The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

tonlewlaleil by the invenlor of carrying oul his invennon. 

3. Claims 3, 24, and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as fatling to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) cont»s subject matter which was not 
described ,n the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the a« to whtch ,t penains. 
or with which i. is most ne^ly connected to and/or use the invention. Specifically, it is 
unclear how a method signature can point to a resource file. The specification, on Page 1 5. 
identifies the method signature as a pointer. However, the undc^tood dcfmtion of a method 
signature is "method name along with the numto, type, an order of its parameters. H is used to 
bind a method invocation to the appropriate definition." Therefore, it ,s unclear how a method 
signature cm be a pointer. Funhern»re, if the n^thod signature is act^ly a method pointer, that 
points to a specific method, then the method pointer cannot point to a resource file, since the 
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resource file is no. the method m which the method pointer is pointing to. Clarification is 

required. 

4 The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12; 

The .p»ia»,i.n - conct-e wi,. one ™» panicu,.., P«...Mg 0« 
subject matter wl»cll the applicant rega«ls as his mvencion, 

5 Claims 6-21, 27-42, ^d 48-50 are rejected under 35 V.S C. 1 12, second para^aph, as 
berng indefintte for failing to particuWy point out and distinctly clain, the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. Clain. 6, 27, and 48 rectte the limitation "tts assoctated 
value- There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim This rejection was 
previot^ly presented in the office actton nailed on November 14«. 2003, and the rejection is 
upheld. There is no clear indication that a "kef as defined has an associated value, especially, 
an associated value of a resource file. Clatms 7-21, 28-42, and 49-50 are rejected for being 
dependent on a rejected parent claim. 

Claim Rejections -35USC§103 

■ ■ * r^f 1 1 S r \Q3(a) which forms the basis for all 

6, The following is a quotation ot 35 U.b.*-. i^J^W w 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

ection 102 of this title, if the differences ^fjf " '^^^j^^X he invention was nmde to a person 

manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 22, and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Khoyi et al. (U.S. Paten. Number 5,206,951) in view of Hoffin^ (U.S. PatentNumber 



6,189,137). 
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,„ regard to Claim 1 . Khoyi teaches opening .he resource file using .he meihod 
Invocation, and detecting it the resource exists or « hence checking for e^rs (Column SO. 
„„. 9. ,9)^ Khoyi does not explicitly teach scanning a code for a ftrst method invocation and 
identifying said method invocation. Hoffman, however, does teach parsrng a program for a 
method invocation and identi^ing the taction (Column 6, lines 2-9). Therefore, it would have 

of opemng the resource file using the method invocation, and checking for errors, as taught by 
Kohyi, where the n.thod is detected by scanning a code for a firs, method invocation and 
identifying said meihod invocation, as taught by Hoftaan, since this is how a method gets 
executed when code is being run in a computer. 

,n regard to Claim 22, Claim 22 is a product Claim fta. cotesponds wi.h Claim 1 . Claim 
22 is rejected for the same reasons as Claim 1 , where Khoyi teaches a product for carrying out 

said method of Claim 1 in Figure lA- 

,n regard to Claim 43, Claim 43 is a system Claim that co^esponds with Claim 1 Claim 

ri«im 1 where Khoyi teaches a system for canying out 
43 is rejected for the same reasons as Clam 1 . wnere isjioyi 

said method of Claim 1 in Figure lA. 

8 Clai™ 2-3. 5-7. 23-24, 26-28, Md 44-45, 4749 ^ rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as 
^ing unpatentable over Khoyi et (U.S. PatentNumt^r 5,206,951) ,n vtew of Hoffm. (U.S. 
PatentNumber 6,189.137), and .Ur.her in view of "Perl Cookbook" b, Tom Chrrstiansen e, .1.. 
1998 "Section 7. File Access" (hereinafter Christiansen). 

' ,„ regard to Claim 2. Khoyi and Hofftna. teach the method of Cla,m 1 , and Hoftan 
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(Column 6. Un- 2-9), and scanning code for a pair of string dclimi.ers adjacent to the first 
„,hod signature in the fo™ of an input p^eter declared with the toction invocation 
(Column 6, hues 24-26). Hoffinan does not teach that this pair of string delimiters is akey of 
said firs, resource file. Christiansen, however, does teach a firnction for opening a file which 
takes as a parameter the name of the file, which is seen as a key that associates the name to a 
specific file (Page 1, Se«,on 7.1.2). Therefore, .t would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the * at the time of the rnvention to perfonn the method of Claim I . tother scanning the 
code for a first method signature and scanning code for a pai of stnng delimiters adjacent to the 
first method signature, as taught by Hoffimn, where the pair of string delimiters is a key to the 
resour^ file, as taught by Christiansen, since a file ID needed to locate fte specific file to 
open. 

in regard to Claims 23 and 44, Claims 23 and 44 are product and system Claims that 
correspond w,th Claim 2. Claims 23 and 44 are rejected for the same reasons as Claim 2, where 
noyi teaches a product and system for carrying out said method of Claim 2 m Figure I A. 

,„ regard to Claims 3, 5-7, 24, 26-28, 45. and 47-49, for the logic behind the rejections of 
the limitations of these Claims, see the office action mailed on November I4», 2003. 
9, Claims 4, 25, and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Khoyi et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,206,951) in view of Hotfinan (U.S. Patent Number 
6,189,137), and further in view ofPeri Cookbook" by Tom Christiansen et al.. 1998. "Section 7. 
File Access" (hereinafter Christiansen) andNilsen et al. (U.S. Paten. Number 6.081.665). 

m regard .o Claim 4. Khoyi. Hofftnan, and Christiansen teach the method of Claim 2, bu. 
do no. teach that the first method signature is a first parameter of a method invocation. Nilsen, 
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however, does teach using a method signature as aparameter of a method invocation (Column 
16, lines 2-9). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to perform the method of Claim 2, as taught by Khoyi, Hoffman, and 
Christiansen, where the first method signature is a first parameter of a method invocation, as 
taught by Nilsen, since this allows the fiinction caU to search for the given function to be run. 

In regard to Claims 25 and 46, Claims 25 and 46 are product and system Claims that 
coirespond with Claim 4. Claims 25 and 46 are rejected for the same reasons as Claim 4, where 
Khoyi teaches a product and system for canying out said method of Claim 4 in Figure 1 A. 
10. Claims 8-10, 15-17, 29-31, 36-38, and 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Khoyi et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,206,951) in view of Hoffman (U.S. Patent 
Number 6,189,137) and further in view of "Perl Cookbook" by Tom Christiansen et al., 1998, 
"Section 7. File Access" (hereinafter Christiansen) and Pennell (U.S. Patent Number 6,598,181). 

In regard to Claim 10, Khoyi teaches opening the resource file using a method 
invocation, and detecting if the resource exists or not, hence checking for eirors (Column 80, 
lines 9-19). As stated above in the rejection of Claim 1, Hoffman teaches identifying a method 
evocation (Column 6, lines 2-9), where the method invocation is a second method invocation as 
mentioned by Pennell in Claim 9. Claim 17 recites limitations that have already been addressed 
in Claim 10 and is rejected for the same reasons as Claim 10. 

Inregardto Claims 31 and 38, Claims 31 and 38 are product Claims that correspond with 
Claim 10. Claims 3 1 and 38 are rejected for the same reasons as Claim 10, where Khoyi teaches 
a product for carrying out said method of Claim 10 in Figure 1 A. 
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,„ .,.d,o Clai^r. 8, 9, ,5. ,6. 29, 30, 36. 37, and 50, for ,he logic behind .l,e rejections 
of the limitations of these Claitns, see the office action nailed on November .4', 2003, 

Clai,™ n-14. 18-21, 32-35, and 39-42 are rejected under 35 U S.C. 103(a) as being 
nnpatentable over Khoyi e. al. (aS. Patent Nunrber 5,206,951) ,n view of Hofftnan (U.S. Patent 
Number 6,189.137) and fcrther in view of "Perl Cookbook" by Tom Christiansen e, al., 1998, 
-Section 7: File Access" (hereinafter Christiansen), Pennell (U.S. Patent Number 6,598,181). and 
Stark (U.S. Patent Number 5,935,210). 
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1 2 . Applicant's arguments 



Response to Arguments 

filed February 20*, 2004 have been fully considered but they are 



not persuasive. 

,„ regard to Oaitr. 1 , 2, 22. 23, 43, and 44, the applies, states that Khoyi does not teach 
scanning a code for a firs, mettad invocation and signature, and identi^ing an method 
invocation, Be HofS™ reference has been aMed to the .ejections of these Claims to 
specifically .each .hcse ac.io„s, wh.ch « inherenUy performed during execuiion of compuier 

code. 

,„ regard to Claitr. 4, 25, and 46. the applicant asks for a specfic reference for using a 



invocation. 



m regard to Claims 8, 9. 15.16, 29, 30, and 50 the applicant argues that Pennell does not 

code for a second method invocation" and "scanning 



teach "determining whether to scan more 



•» # 
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™e code for a second method invocation", but teaches rather "detecting whether the current 
,i„e of code is wtthin a pre-selected range of addressed to be analyz^" However, this is oni, 
one m of *d refe^nce. Checlring the hne of code is only used to determine if there is 
™re code to »lyze. There is also a check to see if the current line of code is a call instruction 
(Figure 4, item 410). Therefore. Pennell both determines whether to scan more code, and if so. 

checking for call instructions. 

,„ regard to Claims 1 0, 17, and 3 1 , the rejections of these Claims have been clarified to 

teach identifying a second method invocation, as taught by Hoffinan. 

Inreg^toClain. 14, ,9,and21,theapplic-.gues that Strt teaches detennining if 

,he resources identiSed by the resource ma^ differ, which . dtfferen, from d«ec,ing a resource 
exception error which may occur if either a key-value pa. i. not defined in a resource file or if a 
key in the program cod. or . the resource file is mistyped. However. Stark does teach 
generating a report of resource e^rs deteaed (Figure 9. item 346). This repon of a comparison 
between n.ps looks for errors between resources linked through the various maps, and repons 
missing resources (Colu,r» 9, lines 26). Fu«he,™re. these is no claim language in the claims 
,tat suggest that the resource e^rs must be a key-value pan .s not defined in a resource file or if 
a key in the program code or in the resource file is mistyped. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning tWs communication or earlier communications fromthe 
examiner should be directed to Kenneth A Gross whose telephone number . (703) 305-0542. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 7:30-5. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

u .1,^^ nn^^ -^0-^-4552 The fax phone number for the 
supervisor, Tuan Q Dam can be reached on (703) 4ddz. v 

organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system Status information for published applications 
n,ay be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Pnvate PAIR 
system contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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